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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . This office action is in response to applicant's amendments filed 
8/6/08. Claims 1, 4, 5, 8-10, 24 and 27-31 are currently pending and have 
been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 8/6/08, regarding 35 (JSC 103 (Epstein et 
al (6,327,343) in view of Kanevsky et al. (Kanevesky, US 6,219,407)) have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding the 35 USC 112 
rejection, applicant claims "tagging each of the one or more voice mail 
messages with the respective identity and an indication of certainty of the 
respective determined identity of the caller for each respective voice mal 
message." The Examiner currently fails to locate the teaching of this 
claimed element anywhere in the specification. The Examiner notes, on p. 7 
lines 8-28 of applicant's specification, applicant discusses tagging the voice 
mail message with the callers identity if there is a match. The Examiner 
further notes in the above cited section, the matching may be determined 
by a threshold process. The Examiner advises the applicant to clearly point 
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out where the newly added limitation is taught. The amended specification 
is not permitted, as the Examiner is unable to determine by the original 
disclosure the required information present in order to facilitate such an 
amendment. 

In regards to applicant's arguments: 

Page 10 paragraph 1 regarding claim 1, "Inasmuch as neither Epstein 
et al. nor Kanevsky et al. teach recording an indication of certainty of the 
determined identity, much less tagging voicemail messages with the 
indication of certainty, Applicants submit that claim 1 is in condition for 
allowance. Applicants respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
rejection be withdrawn." The Examiner notes the remaining arguments are 
based upon this premise, regarding claim 8 and 24, page 10, paragraphs 3 
and 4 respectively, 

"Claim 8 has been amended similarly to claim 1 to recite "tagging 
each of the one or more voice mail messages with the respective identity 
and an indication of certainty of the respective determined identity of the 
caller for each respective voice mail message." Inasmuch as neither 
Epstein et al. nor Kanevsky et al. teach recording an indication of certainty 
of the determined identity, much less tagging voicemail messages with the 
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indication of certainty, Applicants submit that claim 8 is in condition for 
allowance. Applicants respectfully request that the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim 24 has been amended similarly to claims I and 8 to recite 
"means for tagging each of the one or more voice mail messages with the 
respective identity and an indication of certainty of the respective 
determined identity of the speaker for each respective voice mail 
message." Inasmuch as neither Epstein et al. nor Kanevsky et al. teach 
recording an indication of certainty of the determined identity, much less 
tagging voicemail messages with the indication of certainty, Applicants 
submit that claim 24 is in condition for allowance. Applicants respectfully 
request that the 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection be withdrawn." The Examiner 
notes the dependent claim's arguments are based on the above 
arguments. 

The Examiner cannot concur with applicant's arguments. Epstein 
explicitly teaches, C.5 lines 38-50, and C.7 lines 21-26, "An identification 
(ID) tagger module 30, operatively connected to the speaker recognizer 
module 22, is provided for electronically tagging the identity of the 
caller to the caller's message or conversation or tagging..." and "If the 
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speaker is identified by matching the received voice data with previously 
stored voice model of such speaker..." The Examiner notes that it is 
explicitly inherent, without room for alternate interpretation, in a speech 
recognition module based on the comparison of models, and a matching 
computation, there is an inherent value that must be matched, and the 
matching/identification of such is inherently and defined by a degree of 
certainty, thus providing identity tagging based on a degree of certainty, 
the voice mail message being tagged by the ID, based upon speech 
recognition and matching. Thus all applicants' presented arguments are 
unpersuasive. 

Specification 

3. The amendment filed 8/6/08 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
states that no amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of 
the invention. The added material which is not supported by the original 
disclosure is as follows: "Each voice mail message may be tagged with an 
indication of certainty of the identity of the caller for each respective voice 
mail message, regardless of whether a match is said to exist whether the 
identity is unknown." 
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Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this 
Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1 , 8 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such 
a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. More specifically, applicant claims "tagging each of the 
one or more voice mail messages with the respective identity and an 
indication of certainty of the respective determined identity of the caller for 
each respective voice mal message." The Examiner fails to locate the 
teaching of this claimed element anywhere in the specification. The 
Examiner notes, on p. 7 lines 8-28 of applicant's specification, applicant 
discusses tagging the voice mail message with the callers identity if there is 
a match. The Examiner further notes in the above cited section, the 
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matching may be determined by a threshold process. The Examiner 
advises the applicant to clearly point out where the newly added limitation 
is taught. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 1 03(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 4, 5, 9,10, 24, and 27, 28, 30, and 31 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Epstein et al (6,327,343) in view 
of Kanevsky et al. (Kanevesky, US 6,219,407). 

As per claims 1 and 24, Epstein et al teach a method for indexing 
voice mail messages, comprising: 

"Receiving one or more voice mail messages from one or more 
callers" (col. 6, lines 50-55); 

"Determining the identity of each of the one or more callers in each of 
the one or more voice mail messages (1) by comparing the speech signals 
from each of the one or more voice mail messages with one or more caller 
speaker models" (col. 7, lines 22-26) and (2) based on an analysis of the 
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content of each of the one or more voice mail messages (C. 7. lines 32-35- 
"his extractions of the callers name" as the content of the message); 

"tagging each of the one or more voice mail messages with the 
respective determined identity and an indication of certainty of the 
respective determined identity of the caller for each respective voice mal 
message." (abstract, the system is able of tagging the identity of a caller, 
col. 5, lines 37-45, his identification tagger 30, col. 7 lines 14-28-his 
probabilistic speaker recognition module, connected to the identity tagger, 
C.5 lines 38-50, and C.7 lines 21-26, "An identification (ID) tagger 
module 30, operatively connected to the speaker recognizer module 22, 
is provided for electronically tagging the identity of the caller to the 
caller's message or conversation or tagging..." and "If the speaker is 
identified by matching the received voice data with previously stored voice 
model of such speaker..." The Examiner notes that it is explicitly inherent, 
without room for alternate interpretation, in a speech recognition module 
based on the comparison of models, and a matching computation, there is 
an inherent value that must be matched, and the matching/identification of 
such is inherently and defined by a degree of certainty, thus providing 
identity tagging based on a degree of certainty, the voice mail message 
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being tagged by the ID, based upon speech recognition and matching.); 
and 

when the determined identify of the caller of a voice mail message 
cannot be determined to a threshold certainty (see above discussion of 
certainty with respect to matching and probability); 

tagging that voice mail message as unknown" (col. 7, lines 55-61, if 
the identity of the caller ultimately cannot be identified, the user (voice mail 
subscriber) 12 may program the system trough the programming interface 
38 to process the call based on the unknown caller; and the system may be 
programmed to store the name and originating telephone number of every 
caller at col. 8, lines 15-17). 

a storage folder for voice mail messages from the caller 
corresponding to the identity (C. 13. lines 39-65). 

It is noted that Epstein et al teach the claimed invention but does not 
explicitly teach receiving an indicated identity of the unknown message 
caller from a voice mail subscriber, and creating a storage folder for voice 
mail messages from the caller corresponding to the indicated received 
identity . However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by 
Kanevsky et al who teaches (col. 5, lines 38-42, the subscriber enrolls the 
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new caller, see also C. 9. lines 29-35). Therefore, one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made would have found it obvious to 
modify Epstein voice mail message for callers with the enrollment of new 
callers as taught by Kanevsky because the system would enroll any new 
message from a new caller for subsequent processing, i.e. storing 
messages from the caller in a particular folder, etc (ibid, Kanevsky). 

As per claims 4 and 27, Epstein and Kanevsky make obvious claim 
1 , Epstein further teaches wherein the one or more caller speaker models 
are created from one or more voice mail messages left by a same caller 
(C. 5. lines 1 0-1 7-his voice data as the voice mail message). 

As per claims 5 and 28, Epstein and Kanevsky make obvious claim 
1 , Epstein further teaches wherein the one or more speaker models are 
created using acoustic features extracted from the voice mail message, the 
acoustic features extracted using speaker recognition techniques (C. 8. lines 
36-56). 

As per claims 9 and 30, Epstein and Kanevsky make obvious claim 
1 , Epstein further teaches wherein the step of determining the identity of 
each of the one or more callers in each of the one or more voice mail 
messages includes the substep of: 



Application/Control Number: 09/550,686 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2626 

using automatic number identification to assist in determining the 
caller's identity (C.5 lines 52-65). 

As per claims 10 and 31, Epstein and Kanevsky make obvious claim 
1, Epstein further teaches, wherein the step of determining the identity of 
each of the one or more callers includes the substep of: 

using speech recognition techniques to extract caller identity 
information from the one or more voice mail messages (C. 8. lines 36-55). 
8. Claims 8 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Epstein et al (6,327,343) in view of Kanevsky et al. 
(Kanevesky, US 6,219,407), and further in view of Murveit et al. (Murveit, 
US 6,766,295). 

As per claim 8, Epstein et al teach a method for indexing voice mail 
messages, comprising: 

"Receiving one or more voice mail messages from one or more 
callers" (col. 6, lines 50-55); 

"Determining the identity of each of the one or more callers in each of 
the one or more voice mail messages (1) by comparing the speech signals 
from each of the one or more voice mail messages with one or more caller 
speaker models" (col. 7, lines 22-26) and (2) based on an analysis of the 
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content of each of the one or more voice mail messages (C. 7. lines 32-35- 
"his extractions of the callers name" as the content of the message); 

"tagging each of the one or more voice mail messages with the 
respective identity and an indication of certainty of the respective 
determined identity of the caller for each respective voice mal message." 
(abstract, the system is able of tagging the identity I of a caller, col. 5, lines 
37-45, his identification tagger 30, col. 7 lines 14-28-his probabilistic 
speaker recognition module, connected to the identity tagger); and 

when the identify of the caller of a voice mail message cannot be 
determined; tagging that voice mail message as unknown" (col. 7, lines 55- 
61 , if the identity of the caller ultimately cannot be identified, the user (voice 
mail subscriber) 12 may program the system trough the programming 
interface 38 to process the call based on the unknown caller; and the 
system may be programmed to store the name and originating telephone 
number of every caller at col. 8, lines 1 5-1 7) 

It is noted that Epstein et al teach the claimed invention but does not 
explicitly teach receiving an identity of the unknown message caller from a 
voice mail subscriber. However, this feature is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Kanevsky et al who teaches (col. 5, lines 38-42, the 
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subscriber enrolls the new caller, see also C. 9. lines 29-35). Therefore, one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would 
have found it obvious to modify Epstein voice mail message for callers the 
enrollment of new callers as taught by Kanevsky because the system 
would enroll any new message from a new caller for subsequent 
processing, i.e. storing messages from the caller in a particular folder, etc 
(ibid, Kanevsky). 

It is further noted that Epstein and Kanevsky do not explicitly teach, 
wherein the voice mail message tagged as unknown is used to adapt a 
previously created speaker model. However, this feature is well known in 
the art as evidenced by Murveit, who teaches adapting a previously created 
speaker model (abstract) in a first session with a speaker. Therefore, at the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify the combination 
of Kanevsky with Epstein's model with a modified model for a first 
encounter for the benefit of improving the speech recognition system for a 
speaker (abstract) who's identity is to be determined. 

As per claim 29, claim 29 sets forth limitations similar to claims 1 and 
8 is completely within the scope of rejected claims 1, and 8, and is thus 
rejected for the same reasons and under the same rationale. 
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Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to 
expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a 
first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final 
action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the 
mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final 
action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to LAMONT M. SPOONER whose 
telephone number is (571 )272-7613. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on 571/272-7603. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Ims 

11/19/08 

/Patrick N. Edouard/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



